STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re Fair Hearing No. 18,861

)
)
Appeal of g

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent of
Prevention, Assistance, Transition, and Health Access (PATH)
denyi ng her application for Emergency Assistance (EA) and
Ceneral Assistance (GA) benefits. The issue is whether the
petitioner is facing a "catastrophic situation"” as defined by

the pertinent regul ations.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner lives with her husband and their young
child. On or about January 12, 2004 the enpl oyer for whom
t hey both worked term nated both of themfromtheir jobs.

2. The petitioner applied for EA and GA on January 20,
2004 for food and housing. On her application the petitioner
i ndi cated that her and her husband's inconme during the prior
30 days had been $2, 150.

3. Inlight of this incone the Departnent denied the
petitioner's application because the famly was staying with

relati ves and was not facing an eviction or any other
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catastrophic situation (see infra). The petitioner applied
for Food Stanps at that tinme, which were subsequently granted.
A concurrent application for RUFA benefits was still pending
as of the date of the hearing in this matter (February 3,

2004) .

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is affirned.

REASONS

The EA and GA regul ations provide that households with
income in the last 30 days in excess of the Reach Up Fi nanci al
Assi stance (RUFA) nmaxi mum can only receive additional
financial assistance if they are experiencing a "catastrophic
situation". See WA .M 88 2600 et. seq. and 2800 et. seq.
The petitioner's reported inconme in the 30-day period prior to
her application ($2,150) was far in excess of the RUFA paynent
| evel of $639 for a three-person household. WA M 88 2244-
2249.

The regulations limt defined catastrophic situations to
t he foll ow ng:

1. Death of a spouse or a m nor dependent child.

2. The presence of an energency nedi cal need .
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3. A natural disaster such as a flood, fire, or
hurri cane.

4, A court-ordered or constructive eviction . . . due
to circunstances over which the applicant had no
control

WA M 2602.

As set forth above, the petitioner's allegations in this
matter do not indicate that she was or is facing the kind of
energency situation contenplated by the above regul ati ons.
Unfortunately, EA and GA are not intended to provide
suppl enental incone to neet ongoing, but non-energency, basic
Iiving expenses for individuals who have, or recently had,
income fromother sources in excess of the program nmaxi num
It must be concluded that the Departnent's decisions in this
matter are in accord with its regul ations and nust, therefore,
be affirmed. 3 V.S. A § 3091(d), Fair Hearing Rule No. 17.
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